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ABSTPACT . : ; 

A comparative evaluation of the effectiveness of. 

', center-based, home-based and parent-based delivery systems for 
preschool intervention services was undertaken. Over a, 5-yedr period, 
the Pennsylvania Research in Infant Development and Education Project . 
enrolled more than 170 disadvantaged children in its two principal 
component prdgrams: the center-based program and the home-based 
program. A. third component, the parent-based program, was 
superimposed on-the other two by involving 20 mothers of randomly 
chosen children who were simultaneously participating in either the 
center- or home-based programs. Children in all three programs were 
enrolled, between the ages of 12 and 20 months for a 2-year period, 

tatistical analyses of pre- ahd posttest data on an extensive 
battery of test measures pooled over-this 5-year period showe@ that 
both the center-hased and home-based programs produced significant 
developmental gains, but that the center-based program was oot 
significantly more effective. The addition of the parent-based 
program did not result in further gains for children in-either the 
center-based or home- based programs. (JMB) 
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THE PENNSYLVANIA RESEARCH IN INFANT DEVELOPMENT 
AND EDUCATION: PROJECT: A-FIVE YEAR PERSPECTIVE 


: Russell A.’ Dusewicz ; 
. Pennsylvania State Department of Education 


and 


Mary Ann O'Connell 
West Chester State College 


A comparative evaluation of the effectiveness. of Center-Based, Home- 


Based and Parent-Based delivery systems for preschool tnvervention eetvices 


was undertaken. 


> Over a five-year period, the Pennsylvania Research In Infant Develop- 
ment and Education Prdject enrolled more than 170 dinadvantaned children tn 
three component preschool intervention programs, each modeled after one of ‘ 
the above systems, Statistical Analyses of (pre-and poatbane lace, on an 
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extensive battery of test measures showed both Center and Hone Programs pro- 


ducing significant developmental gains, with significa ly superior effective- 


ness demonstrated for the Center-Based Program, 
= * 
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THE PENNSYLVANIA RESEARCH IN INFANT ‘DEVELOPMENT 
AND EDUCATION PROJECT: A FIVE YEAR PERSPECTIVE 
; Russell A. Dusewicz 
Pennsylvania State Department ‘of Education 
Mary An "Connell . 
West Chester Sfate College ~ 


The plight of the disadvantaged child in’ the American schools has been a 


: : ‘ 
dominant theme in education for the past decade. Since\it-is a well established 
4 } . { 
fact that for children who begin school with a developmental disadvantage rela- 
f ~~ ° 
tive to their peers, this disadvantage is generally maintained and even increased 


through the course of their schooling, many research efforts have concentrated 


+ 


upon the preschool years as the focal point of their efforts to attack the problem. 
‘ . 
Among the multitude of research and demonstrafion programs designed for the 
~ , 7. 


purpose. of such preschool intervention, a fnyriad of different approaches and 


a -_~* 


techniques have emerged. These have sinned: on the one hand, from primarily | 
custodial care programs and programs with instructional bases modeled after the 
more traditional kindergartens to, on the other, programs with instructional 
components designed to facilitate cognitive developaent and programs of a highly 


structured academic orientation. Whatever the instructional approach utilized 


or the specific operational objectives selected, each program ‘has geherally 


employed one- of three different delivety mechanisms as its principal avenue for 

: . Wes \ a § ee 

; educational intervention with disadvantaged preschoolers: tHe Center-Based Sys- 
‘ . : . 


tem; the Home-Based System; and the Parent-Based System. 


The Centef-Based System typically involves transportation of the chtld to 
& ¥ ‘ee * F 
and, from a centrally located educational’ program where the child, together:with ~ \ 
* ‘ t . \ 
_a number of other children, is ‘exposed to developmentally enriching activities. 


y a - 
The Home-Based System, on the other hand, usually involves one or more weekly 


7 ‘ 


visits by a tutor to the child's home. to work directly with the child in providing 
e 43 a 


a brief period of educational or developmental activities. The third avenue of ~ * 
approach, which can be used in lieu of or in supplement “to the abbve approaches, / 
: eee : yf “hs 


. ? + - é : «- - » ’ P 
is that of training the parent or parents themselves ‘to work with their ak on \ 
‘ f , ° 5 iy hy ' . 
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" “developmental activities. ' From the standpoint of the, child, this may be referred 
to as the Parent-Based System. This_type of program involves a dependence upon 


. the effectivéness of parents; guard ns or significant.others in working directly 
UY & A ’ ' : 


‘ ; ar F 
with their pee bit of -the outside tutor. It also dépends upon the 


effectiveness of the articular peenee training program utilized in preparing ' 


the Parent to work pintposefully: on apacified activites of a deve lopmfntal nature. Fe 


- 


: Se The purpose of the atzeent Study was two-fold: (1) to document the af fea- 


tiveness of the Certer-Based and Home-Based Systems developed and operated as 


, compohents of the Pennsylvania Research in Infant Deyelopment.and Education Project 
a os 
(Dusewicz and O'Connell, 1973); and (2) to determine the relative merits of each 
of the Ehree previously described delivery systems in effecting esueatyenelly: : 


— rN af ‘ 


significant gains in the development/of participating disadvantaged. preadhion? 


4 ; ; . 2 “. / : te, \ 
ch¥ldren,. } ; : . ( \ 
"Center-Based Programs — " / : finde 

“A ° ‘In early intervention research, the center-based delivery system has probabéy 


been the most intensely studied and most frequently employed of the three mechanisms. 
1 fia 5 ; " s 
Some reasons for this may have been: the e sy accessibility of children, for tesearch . 
; . ‘ 7 ? . 
and evaluation purposes, attending a center-based program;, the advent of’ Head:Start 


a 


in 1965 as a center-based program; and the. school aged nature of Title I of the ‘ 
7 Elementary <a Secondary Education Act of achat The Center- pased System also fina 


ay some rather obvious: sdvantages over the other two ayseens in that it allows ‘for 
wee 7 
, dhvact access to the, participating children for a  Patatively greater period of tfme 
* . , \ 


and under conditions wherein a considerable degree of control of experiences and » 
s . t, e + Ld * . 
- behavior may be exercised. eit : 
R ' oN 
One of the most well-known ‘prograhe, typical of | the’ center- “baad system, was 
3 


the ‘SeveleeeBacianann Academic ae Program (Bereiter and Englemdnn, 1966). 


e 


‘: ‘" Herej par Acipating childyen gttended fovea preschool Classes which emphasized 
> 

ha \ reading, sia and Language instructipn. Another typically center- ~based ( 
4 4 
\ 
, . program! was that ofi the New sieeeey School (Nimnieht, 1967). ne autotelic 
3 ** 4 ’ " 7 ed ‘ 
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responsive environment formed the basic medium for intervention in this approach. 


The ‘participating children were permitted to explore freely in a specially con- 


structed center-based environment which provided responses to explorations by 


‘ 


“the children in such a manner as to. reinforce inquiry and discovery processes. 


Teachers did not teach as such, but served rather to assist and facilitate the 


4 , 


child's self-directed learning. 


Home-Based and Parent-Based Programs e 


Over the past. several years, there has been an increased emphasis upon ase 
. . * > 


c) Park ~* 
of the home as the base of operations of a detivery system for early intervention 


efforts. The greater avareness, interest and involvement of Parente: in the early 


- ‘ 


development and education of their children, bogecney with new emphases in’ this: 
direction at the federal level as exemplified by the National Home Start Praeten 
and other related programs, have certatinly contributed to this trend., 

Typical of -the strictly Home-Based program was the Infant Education Project 


(Schaeffer, 1965) conducted in Washington, D.C. Here, home visitors worked 
: | nie ee 
directly with disadvantaged infants on a regular basis in the homes of these 
| . - . 


\_% ; 
children and undertook various activities designed to enhance conceptual, and 


language development. , 


‘ 


the rising Popularity of Parent-Based Programs, often. in combination with’ 


‘ %e 


a Home-Based Yalan which alinwe also for dirett SnaceuGreonat contact between 


home wisitor and aad can be attributed to a ind of rediscovery, in the rei 
. a 


of education, of the parents as a valuable aid to the child's d velopment. Studtes 
a¢ 


on modeling, for exiaple, have indicated that older ‘significant personp in the 


life of the child often serve as models whose qualities ‘and behavior the child 
Ps a / f F ee : \’ 7: . . 
attempts to.emulate. In summarizing ‘research on the actual effect or influence 
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of such modes ,- Bronfenbrenner sar ati concludes that measurable changes in the = 
“™ # behavior of a child are facilitated “Ay exposure to esiatis exhibiting ‘the ia 


behavior at an apeeanetats Revel of understanding for the child. The effect or 
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influence of: such models is even enhanced whenever there is strong emotional {} 


. 


involvement present between the -child and model, whenever the model ts — 


\ . by the child-as having high status and whenever the model represents a group or 


affiliation of which the child is a member or desirous of becoming a member. A 


ghild's parents -are in the -rare paxteten of possessing all of the above criteria 
for exerting a vag ieebiell tathienée on a child's developing behavior patterns 
through use of the modeling process. - ; yet 
From the very inception of Project Head Start in 1965, parent involvement 
was viewed as 4n important element, and_many studies were done on the precise a = 


role played by parents in the development of their children. But here the concern 


with parents. was only a secondary one-and greatly subordinated to the, center-based 


\r 
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Head Start concept in which ditives were taught and cared for by a trained staff 
of teachers and paraprofessionals. : ", 
‘eThe Paeent Educarson: Project at the University of Flotida (Gordon, 1967), 
@ typical, of the Parent- Based Peog tats adopted the approach of teaching ‘Low-incong 
mothers -to teach & loudnadne mothers how to stimulate their infants. 
Relying rian upon the. normative work of Gesell, Catell and Bayley Gh the 


bs 4 
cant Rion and sequencing of stinulational materials, emphasis was slasaae upon 


| 
modeling for the mother who. in turn would model the spegified behavioral pattern 


< 


e part _bf the participating 
« ; L 


~ 


. ag F) y 
‘ for the child. Although there was some attrition on 


mothers because of deciding interest and moving oft of the immediate geographical a. 
B - “ e A{ . ‘ ‘ 


+ 5, area, the rogtam was able to demonstrate the viability of ‘the/concept “of its". (| ww. 
4 2 18 ’ . n > e \ - ° r ‘< . : 
. -contifiued’ workability over time. There was also, some evidence of benefi‘cial 
Ie 
:. ' ; are 
effects-upon the chitidren, as’ neabdred by pereionis: six mont ha and one year. ‘+ 4 


; Adother typical ly Parent’ Saeed: Progran, conducted at the Demonstration and « 


f = uf 
Research’ Center for Early Ss involved ‘the Gata ot 20 tovstndone | ae 


es 
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A (Forrester, 1971). A home | {isitor worked in see Pad for appesinenety a one- 


‘ yy 


mothers to provide cognitive-s imulation_ for their 8 sa ealapia old infarits: hz 


hour period for a maximum ‘total of 24 home visits. During the visits, ‘attention 48 
5 


, - 
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was given to physical and social Depecks of the home environment., The home visitor 
demonstrated and phdutoceed adult behavior’ satberiy which provided for ne phys t'cal, 
emotional, social and intellectual davelopnent of the infant. Results of prer and 


ths : 4 : 
posttesting indicated significantly higher scores for the experintental group over 


a control group on the Bayley Mental Scale the Griffith Ment#1 Development Scale 


‘and the Uzgiris- Hunt Enfant Paychologtoar Pevelppacit Sate Overall, the program 
appeared to be most wucedayeud in inf luencing favorably several areas of infant 


intellectual functioning.’ 


Mixed Programs 

fe addition te the programs wick may fall more or less neatly inka: ene of 
the three different systems ‘outlined above, there are other programs which employ 
combinations of two or more of these delivery mechanisms. 

The Ypsilanti Home Teaching Project (Wetkart and Lambie, 1968) represented 
a combination of the Home-Based and beceueanes Systems. This program was an 
experimental éiare seat ged ts Seat the feasability of sending teachers into 
thashemes of disadvantaged families for the purpose of providing a training program , 


‘for the mother, as pl. as a cutoring program for the preschool child without an 


’ accompanying classroom program, Only four-year olds and their mothers were in-* 


cluded tin the ‘expérimental sample. _This program was individualized and involved 
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a one and one-half hour visit each week. An attempt was made to raise the intel- 
lectual functioning of the child through direct child-teacher interaction, while 
at the same time® attempting to foster teaching and child management skills in the 


mother-teacher interaction. Although acceptance of the project om the part of 
’ \! ° 


the mothers was quite good, results of testing on the Stanford-Binet and on the 


Peabody Pretuxs Nocabulaty Test yielded no significant ‘differences between the 


oy exoeciwenta) children mad a veaneien group of” children. * 


~ 
- 


clattate (1968) attempted to provide a different type of approach with 


emphasis upon small. group meetings and counseling for parents. Three groups of 


y 
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a \ ; ; Ve 
_ four- to five-year-old children were used,#two experimental And one control. © 
Children in both experimental groups were enrolled in an eight-week summer Head 
Start’ program. The parents oF one of thebe experimental groups were involved in 
; & : 
small group meetings with staff as well as meetings ie which guest speakers 
appeared, Parents of the other experimental group received the same treatment 
as above with the addition of an experienced ‘social worker. The third groyp, 
the control group, was not involved in. either Head Start or Sirant activities. 
gapality on a teacher rating scale showed changes ‘in the preddéted direction, but 
these were not significant. | 
_The Perry Preschool Project (Weikart, 1967) employed somewhat of a combin- 
ation of all three delivery systems. This’ experimental project consisted of a 
two and one-half hour morning school-based sconitn: with the addition of a home- 
based afternoon program. The participating children were visited owe atteradens 
each week by teachers of the morning program who worked ifitially with the child 


during these visits and later with the parent on activities similar .to those 


experienced by the child in his morning schon taced sessions. 


¢ 
Research Design and Procedures ~ 


t 


Over the past five years, the Pennsylvania Research in Infant Development 
and Education’ Project has enrolled oyer 170 disadvantaged children in its two 


: i . ‘ 
principal component programs: the\center-based program and the home-based program. 


ach had, its -own inherent advantages and limitations. Both systems endeavored to ' 


eovtas similar intervention programs to their participants and both worked from 


the same theoraticsl framework in terms of their perspective on curficulum. The 
, theoretical framework for these programs has been documented sowstieve (e.g., * 
busewicz and O'Connell, 1973; Dusewicz and Higgins, 1972).., Briefly, unlike many 
other programs, the approach used here was aimed at accelerating the cognitive 


development of the participating children: through first developing their perceptual 


r ’ : . ) 
skills and later their conceptual and language abilities. ~ Cognitive-development 
eo \ ‘ 
, ‘ 


ty 
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was enhanced through the progressive siiphiatteacion of the internal information 
processing system of the child. 

The basic ucts ene to build a curriculum which would develop the in- 
dividual senses and also focus upon hahaviordl dusk hierarchies that required 
integrative action of the various senses for successful completion. In this 
way, the child might proceed from simple to complex discrimination learning 
within each of his senses and then conttaas from the simple to the complex in 
the areas of tasks requiring. the integration of information from two or more 
senses, Work on basic perceptual and discrimination skills utilized sets of 

materials which were developed for training in the olfactory, panewtny, «males 
tory, tactile and vieusl aenges. Proceeding from the development of a firm 
foundation of sensory perception, diwertatiation, ana integration skills, 
emphasis was plated upon utilization of such skills to master various activities 
and tasks designed to develop the conceptual and language abilities of the «child. 
In this way, \the nore basic sensory skills were applied toward the building of 
higher-order cauaunlse abilities. sheae higher-order cognitive skills upon 
| which bapnaets was placed during the second year or level of the program inciadad, 
principally, the areas of reading and math. 
Each of. the two programs involved a two-year intervention sequence designed 
, to-accelerate the development of these children in order that they might reach a ‘ 
terminal . level of ability in the areas of intellectual, language and social 
development approaching the norm for their age. To enable eventual comparative 
analyses between these two programs, as well as within progeas analyses, all 


participating children were selected from a large pool of intaieated families 


, pnd were assigned to either of the two program groups strictly on a random basis. 
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Center program children were enrolled at 12-20 months of age and attended, 


daily, a four-hour morning instructional session in a large learning space at 
the West Chester State College Learning Research .Center fa the firsc year of 
she intervention sequence.- During the second year, they attended a two and one- 
half hour afternoon session, datiy, at the same location. 

Home program children, andtited at the same ages, were ature tnecrartton 
in their homes. They were visited. individually by home bakes for two 40- 


minute pegiods each weex. Through verbal stimulation and individualized instruc- 


tion in developmental’ tasks, they suught to accomplish much the same in the way 
of objectives that the center program was ee ee accomplishing. Similar 
satscbate were utilized and activities undertaken, though within the constraints 
of a home-based delivery system. ; 

The children participating in either of the above programs were from fam- 
ilies: (1) with a mean annual income of less than $4,400; (2) 43 per cent of 
which were receiving public assistance and (3) 57 per cent of which contained 
only one parent. ; : ' : ‘ 

All participating children,were pre- and posttested each year on Ss daesa 
battery of developmental measures to assess progress in the areas of intellectual, 
language, and social development and in the areas of reading and math achievement. 
These measures included: the Bayley Scales of Infant Development or the Stanford 
Binet Intelligence Test (BSID/SBIT) ; . the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT); 
* the Verbal Language Deve lopment Scale (VLDS); the Vineland. Social Maturity Scale 
(VSMS); the Preschool Assessment of Reading Test (PAR) and the Preschool Assess- 
"ment of Math Test (PAM). . 

The BSID and SBIT were used in combination to route a measure of intel- 
lectual development over the course of the program. The PPVT and VLDS were used 
to assess effects of the, program upon the language development of the partici- 


F : 
pating children. In the social development area, the VSMS was used to measure 


prograh induced gains. The PAR was a specially constructed sixty-three item 
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instrument designed to assess reading achievement and contained items measuring 
word recognition and sentence comprehension. The PAM was another specially 
constructed thirty-three item instrument, designed to assess understanding of 
basic mathematical concepts such as guanticative relationships and one-to-one 
correspondence. Also included were task items relating to such skills as 
counting and numeral identification. 

In addition to the two principal components of the Pennsylvania Research 
in Infant Development and: Education Project described above, a third, Parent- 
Based component, was implemented and operated over a two-year period, superimposed 
upon the other two programs. Mothers chosen tox participation in this program 
were randomly selected from those whose children were attending the Center- and 
Home-Based Programs. a nother, selected in this manner, chose to participate 


in the program. 


Each week, for each of the twenty partitipants, there was a one-hour session 


at which time the mother was visited in her home by a special tutor. The home- 
tutor discussed specific aspects of child development with the mother and pro- 
vided related activities that the mother was to work on with her child at home. 
Each mother was asked to spend at least fifteen minutes per day with her child.on 
the specified activities between weekly sessions, at a time when there was a 
minimal distraction in the home. The home-tutor also discussed any problems the 
mother may have had with the activities of the previous week and answered any 
questions posed by the mother. 

Activities were designed to stimulate motor coordination, cognitive and 
language development, sensory discrimination and emotional and social development. 
Materials and toys were provided by the home-tutor when needed. Some activities 
required only common household objects. Activities were designed to increase 
contact between the mother and child and stressed areas which would help in en- 


hancing ‘overall development of the child. 
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This Parent-Based Program appeared to\operate successfully in that, the 
; ; ; 


‘ 


mothers gained a greater understanding of and interest in child development. 


They became more enthusiastic about their child's learning skills‘and assumed- 


a ek sae role in helping their child Mevelog these skills. ~ 


® Since ‘ail ‘chtildren in the Paréit-Based Peoncan were simul taneoys partic- 
/ 


ipants in either the Center- ae Howe- Based Programs, the same testing and data 


collection enhelarer” Seeuined -above for these letier two programs apply; Like~ 
, _wise to the Parent-Based Papen / 
Hesul toy 
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Im order torePrect intra-program evaluations, correlated t-test analyses 


al \.- 


of pre- and-pgsttest data on all measures were undertaken for each year of each 
rograms. For these purposes, all participating children over a 
five-yearfperiod who had complete pre-post records were pooled in order to yield 
d more reliable evaluative determination of program effectiveness. These results 
are presented below in terms of either: ‘mental age in months (MA); intelligence 


quotient (1Q); social age in months (SA); or raw scord.(RS). 


/ 


The results tables presented on the following pages show for each test 
measure: the Sean pretest score Oiestarel: che mean posttest ‘Score (Posttest); 
the main gain in score from pre- to posttest (Gain); the correlated t-ratio 
resulting from analysis of pretest-posttest mean differences (t); and the levc] 
of statistical significance which the t-ratio exceeds (p). : 

As can be seen from Tables 1 and 2, the children participating in the 
Center-Based Program gained significantly in intellectual, language and social 
development during both. the infant and toddler program periods. Even when matur- 
ation is taken intg,account, it is apparent that the rate of development of these 
children has been greatly accelerated as a result of the program. This can be 
appreciated when either gain or posttest mean for each of the test measures is 


compared with the simdlar gain or Posttest mean under the age category. Signi- 


ficant gairis were also evident in the areas of reading and math achievement during 


t 
the second or toddler year of instruction, while no test measures for these 


areas were employed at the infant level. 


Table 1 


: Hs 
First Year Center, Program 


: clog . Pre ' Post 
BSID/SBIT (MA) 16.13 . 30,67 
BSED/SBIT (1Q)* ‘81° - 110 
PPVT. (RS) Be ee! | 
VLDS (RS) , 8.15 ‘ 17.15 
VSMS (SA): ,  ° *18-60 29.04 
AGE (Months) 20.99 28.50 « 


“A 


~ Table 2 
Second Year Center Program 


SBIT (MA) 49.84 
SBLT (IQ) 121 

PPVT (RS) 32.33 
VLDS (RS) : 28.61 
VSMS (SA) 48.72 
PAR (RS) “ 7.54 
PAM (RS) 20.41. 
AGE (Months) : 41.93 


As can be seen Eee Tables 3 and 4 on the following awe the children 
in the Home-Based Program gained significantly in intellectual, Janguage 
and social development during both the infinc and toddler Levels as a result of 
their participation in the program, Even shen maturation is taken as account 
(as reflected in the age ee it is apparent that the rate of development of 


these children has been accelerated greatly. Significant gains are also eyident 


for math achievement for the second year of program attendance. 


a) 8 are . Table 3 


, 


Year fiome Program 


\ 


* Measure ; Pre Gain ee Pp 
. BSID/SBIT (MA) 16.05 10.47 18.44° * 001 
. .BSID/SBIT (IQ) 80 15: 4 7.36 .001 
PPVT (RS) 3393 ° ? 5.87 8.90 001 
VLDS (RS) 8.08 4 15.06 6.98 f2.. 62 . 001 
; VSMS (SA) 19.32. —-- 27.24 7.92 11.31! 001 
~ AGE (Months) 753 29.01 7.48 ween ---- 
P Table 4 
Second Year Home Program 
te, SBIT (MA) 34. 36 44.52 10.16 14.78 001 
SBIT (IQ) 101 ‘106 2.43 05 
PPVT. (RS) 15.29 24,24 713 001 
VLDS (RS) ° 17.742. 25.69 10.69 001 
VSMS (SA) * 29,76 42.96 9.45 . 001 ’ 
PAR (RS) 0 0 OF \ see=« ~--- 
PAM (RS) 5.70 15.39 4.85, .00] 
AGE (Months) 34.94 42,58 --<-- “<<< 


As can be. seen by the t ratios (t) and probability levels (p) in the above 


tables, participating children in- both programs gained significantly each year on 
all measures. seciouy it is apparent that gaine exhibited by the Center Program 
in all cases exceeded gains exhibited by the corresponding Home Prégram, and these 
differences have been documented elsewhere by appropriate analyses of covariance 
of mean pdsttest scores for Center and Home Programs using pretest Measures as the 
respective covariates (Dusewicz, 1974; Dusewicz and Higgins, 1972; 1971), 

With respect to ‘the. Parent-Based Program, evaluation at two different levels 
is appropriate: the parent level and the child level. In terms of its effects on. 
parents, the program appeared to be quite successful, Approximately midway throtgh 
the program, all parents were administered the Knowledge of Infant Begpdopaant 
Scale (Dusewicz, 1973)-ta assess dist qeutanananting of neaeats and terminology 
in child development. Score ranged from 21 to 29 of a possible ‘42 points. the 


mean score of 26.3 compared rather favorably with the mean pretest score of 25.3 


and posttest score of 27.4 achieved by a group of 22 child care paraprofessionals 


6 
i 


12, fi iy j 5 f 


cs 3 ee re 
j : LeCAN 
t. ‘ 2 


Bed / 


‘attending a centrally located 44C (Community Coordinated Child Care) Manpower 
Training Course. The fafot.ole findings of. this program with respect to its 

\ effect on parents, both in termg of participant feedback and understanding of 
concepts and terminology in child development, demonstrate the considerable 
knowledge that can be absorbed and considerable progress that can be madé by. 
disadvantaged parents in the understanding of the nature of their child's 
development under conditions of adequate aespeanien and motivation. 

& For the sedieas of assessing Parent-Based Program effects upon children, 

analyses of coyariance were performed on mean posttest scores for Parent-Based 


\ 


(PB) and Nonparent-Based (NPB) children with pretest measures serving as the 
respective covariates. Tables 5 and 6 show the results of such analyses in 
the areas of intellectual and language development for each year of each 


companion program, using the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test (SBIT, with the 


Bayley Scales of Infant Development in the first year as the pretest and covar- 


iate) and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) as measurement instruments, 


As shown, all covariance analyses were found to be nonsignificant. 
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Table 5 - 
Center Program 
Test Pretest  Posttest 


15.70: » 29.33 
15.34 28.75 


First’ Year PB BSID/SBIT 
First Year NPB BSID/SBIT 


>» 


Second Year PB SBIT 35.64 50.18 


1,42 - 12.08 
13,38 , 13.71 


First Year PB PPVT 
First Year NPB PPVT 


Second Year PB PPVT. 
Second Year NPB PPVT 


22.09 30.18 
17.71 26.57 


2, 
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Second Year NPB SBIT 7 33. 86. 46.57 
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11 
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Table 6 
% Home Program va 


First Year PB BSID/SBIT 16.37 
First Year NPB BSID/SBIT 15.52 


Sec Year PB SBIT 33.00 
Second Year NPB « SBIT' ; 30.82 


First Year PB PPVT 


First Year NPB PPVT 
4 


Second Year PB . PPVT 
Second Year NPB PPVT 
* Conclusions 
The intraprogram findings described in the results section have considerable 
sigatticance 4x terms of their several implications for the field of compensatory 
preschool education. They demonstrate’ the effectiveness of the instructional 
‘approach utilized to bring ‘about the consistent and statistically significant 
gains evidenced so-scnbeane of children's participation in either the Center or 
‘Home Program of the Pennsylvania Research in Infant Development and Education 
‘Brogact, Moreover, it is evident that the gains observed in both programs exceeded . 
the normally expected growth rates for each measure when compared to the age gain 
over the program period of approximately 7 1/2 months in each year. It is inter- 


esting to note the sizable magnitude forfirst year intelligence gains in each 


~ program, particularly in the Center-Based Program where’ mean IQ rose 29 paints 


during the program period. Equally interesting, however, are the relatively 
reduced gadns expertenced by the participating children during their second 


year of program attendance. While still statistically significant arf above 


‘ 


_ the normal growth rate, IQ gates ta the second program year amount ‘to approx- 
imately one-third of those in the first program year for both Center and Home 
Programs. Mental age ganna, on the other hand, suffer only a slight decrement 

j 
across the two years in e&ch program. This appears to lend additional credence 
to earlier nonsignificant correlations between age of enrollment and hagnitude 
of intelligence gain for children participating in these programs (Dusewicz and 


4 


Higgirls, 1972). , 


It is aneacene from interprogram comparisons of Center and Home Program 
resufts that the effectiveness of the former is substantially superior to that 
of the latter tn all areas \fgr which evaluative measurements were taken. Since 
the same theoretical Eranework and instructional approach were aaplesed with 
each, implicit in this effectiveness differential is the distinct saseaanas 
of the -Center-Based Delivery System over the Home-Based System. For example, 
the findings ‘presented in the Results section show tte gain in IQ for die Contes 
group exceeding by a factor of two the respective gain exhibited by the Home 
group each ane Aicveseh these findings may be témpered by the rather aneee 
clable~d4¥ ference in program cantact ett between Center and Home Programs (a 
ratio of appToximately 13 to 1 easeeiny the Center) it must be pointed out that 
it is generally not feasible to operate a Home-Based Delivery System for such 
services on anything approaching a equitable banneend level as a Center-Based 
System. Indeed, most’ Center and Home Programs elsewhere, for which descriptions 
are available in the literature, operate with contact times approximating, those 
utilized in the present investigation. Additional differences of a practical 


A & 


nature, hc Wa to earlier in this paper, relate to the relatively greater degree 


of control which may be exercised over the participating children and their 
learning environment in the Center-Based System as opposed _ the Home~Based. 
All of these factors undoubtedly contribute to the effectivencdas differential 
between the two systems. | 

Effects on children related to superimposing or combining a Parent-Based 
Peete rial either a Center-Based or Home-Based Program diem naviteanins as 
evidenced by the findings presented in the Results section. Moreover, the 
directionality of differences in mean gains on intelligence and language devel- 
opment measures across Parent-Based and Nonparent-Based Program children was 
not even consistent. The interpretations placed upon these findings, however, 
_are not nearly as clear as the findings themselves. There is no\doubt that 
parents slay a most significant role in the preschool development of their 
children. Their general life sista, their attitude toward their children and 
what they do or do not do in the way of interacting with their children in 
large measure determines the extent "ok wehetive educational advantage or dis- 
advantage with which these children will eventually start schoof. The question 

‘ / 
of primary concern here is not whether parents can significantly influence the 
; t 

development of their children, for.we know that they can and do. Nor is the 
question, how this parental effect compares with that of an effective preschool, 
for we know that the parental erenrt is stronger. The central question ts 
whether or not an increase in purposeful parental participation in the early 
education of their children, resulting from a specialiced training program aimed 
at giving them a better understanding of child development in general and 
activities which may be used to enhance such development, will result in con- 
sequent enhancement of the overall development of those children. Furthermore, 
will such enhancément compare favorably with the extent to which a child's 
development {s regularly enhanced in some of our more effective Center- and Home- 
Based preschool ares Because of the inherent limitations of this siperim- 4 > 
posing design, an accurate estimate of the “absolute level of effect produced by 
) 
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the Parent-Based Program alone is not possible. The weight of BULRESEE: however, 
A 


posed by results observed in the present study would provide an answer, to the 


latter question in the negative. The inconsistency in even the directionality 
~ 
of the superimposing effect would strongly indicate that, whatever effects are 


produced by the Parent-Based Program alone, they are of less magnitude han those . 


4 


_ produced by the Home-Based Program alone and therefore, do not compare favorably 


with either that program or the more effective Center-Based Program. 


Since there are several general types of delivery systems available for 


, 


educational intervention programs with preschool children but with only limited 
resources to support such programs, it is important that we know the relative 


effectiveness of each type on the educational development of the child. If this 


answer is important to the average middle class child, it is vital to the dis- 


advantaged child. In this regard,, the above findings raise important questions 


¢ 


and point to certain reservations with respect to the recent trend toward for- 
saking Center-Based Delivery Systems in favor of lome-Based and Parent-Based 
ones, While the latter qachaniaie for delivery of compensatory Pon ae 
services may provide a ready method for inducing a greater involvement of 
eatanté. in the early educational development of their children, they may do ga? 


at the expense of the very developmental progress of their children which, in the 


final result, is the most important objective of all. 
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